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We used descriptive assessment information to generate hypotheses regarding the function
of destructive behavior for 2 individuals who displayed near-zero rates of problem be-
havior during an experimental functional analysis using methods similar to Iwata, Dorsey,
Slifer, Bauman, and Richman (1982/1994). The descriptive data suggested that destruc-
tive behavior occurred primarily when caregivers issued requests to the participants that
interfered with ongoing high-probability (and presumably highly preferred) behaviors
(i.e., a ‘‘don’t’’ or a symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request). Subsequent experimental analyses showed
that destructive behavior was maintained by contingent termination of ‘‘don’t’’ and sym-
metrical ‘‘do’’ requests but not by termination of topographically similar ‘‘do’’ requests.
These results suggested that destructive behavior may have been maintained by positive
reinforcement (i.e., termination of the ‘‘don’t’’ request allowed the individual to return
to a highly preferred activity). Finally, a treatment (functional communication training
plus extinction) developed on the basis of these analyses reduced destructive behavior to
near-zero levels.

DESCRIPTORS: aggression, descriptive assessment, ‘‘do’’ and ‘‘don’t’’ requests, func-
tional analysis, property destruction, response–response relations, stereotypy

The functional analysis method developed
by Iwata and colleagues (Iwata, Dorsey, Sli-
fer, Bauman, & Richman, 1982/1994; Iwata
et al., 1994) has greatly improved our ability
to study and treat aberrant behavior dis-
played by individuals with developmental
disabilities. This method was originally de-
signed to test three operant hypotheses
(Carr, 1977) regarding the function of self-
injurious behavior (SIB): that SIB was main-
tained by (a) positive reinforcement in the
form of contingent attention, (b) negative
reinforcement in the form of escape from
nonpreferred tasks, or (c) the sensory stim-
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ulation automatically produced by SIB (i.e.,
a form of automatic reinforcement). Since
the publication of Iwata et al.’s seminal pa-
per, functional analysis methods have been
extended across a variety of different re-
sponses, populations, and settings (e.g.,
Chapman, Fisher, Piazza, & Kurtz, 1993;
Cooper et al., 1992; Durand & Carr, 1987;
Northup et al., 1995).

There are two primary features of the Iwa-
ta et al. (1982/1994) functional analysis
method that, in combination, distinguish it
from most other functional assessment strat-
egies: (a) the inclusion of specific establish-
ing operations (Michael, 1993) designed to
evoke problem behavior belonging to a par-
ticular operant class (e.g., deprivation of at-
tention in the attention condition, nonpre-
ferred tasks in the demand condition), and
(b) direct manipulation of the contingencies
hypothesized to maintain the target response
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(e.g., delivery of contingent attention in the
attention condition, escape from nonprefer-
red tasks in the demand condition). In stud-
ies that have employed this basic approach
across a large number of participants, spe-
cific behavioral functions were identified in
most cases (Derby et al., 1992; Iwata et al.,
1994; Vollmer, Marcus, Ringdahl, & Roane,
1995). However, in a small but significant
number of cases, the results were inconclu-
sive.

One pattern of responding observed with
inconclusive functional analyses is that re-
sponse rates are relatively high and stable
across all of the functional analysis condi-
tions (including the alone condition). It has
been suggested that this pattern often occurs
when the response is maintained by auto-
matic reinforcement in the form of sensory
stimulation or attenuation (e.g., Hagopian et
al., 1997; Iwata et al., 1994; Vollmer et al.,
1995). It is often not possible to directly ma-
nipulate the consequences that are automat-
ically produced by a response (for a notable
exception, see Rincover, Newsom, & Carr,
1979). However, a number of investigators
have developed indirect analyses designed (a)
to provide additional (but indirect) empirical
support for the automatic reinforcement hy-
pothesis, (b) to rule out competing or alter-
native explanations of the results, and (c) to
aid in the development of effective treat-
ments (Goh et al., 1995; Kennedy & Souza,
1995; Lalli, Livezey, & Kates, 1996; Piazza,
Hanley, & Fisher, 1996; Thompson, Fisher,
Piazza, & Kuhn, 1998; Vollmer et al.,
1995). Thus, when a functional analysis is
inconclusive but relatively high and stable
response rates are observed across all condi-
tions, there are number of specific proce-
dures available to further evaluate behavioral
function and to identify effective treatments.

Another pattern of responding (or lack
thereof ) observed in inconclusive functional
analyses is that response rates are relatively
low or extremely variable across functional

analysis conditions (e.g., Bowman, Fisher,
Thompson, & Piazza, 1997; Vollmer et al.,
1995). One potential reason for this pattern
of responding is that the specific contingen-
cy responsible for behavioral maintenance is
idiosyncratic and is not present in any of the
functional analysis test conditions (e.g.,
Bowman et al., 1997). A second potential
reason is that the maintaining contingency
is present, but the antecedent condition that
establishes the effectiveness of the contingen-
cy as reinforcement is either not present or
is present only at certain times (e.g., Ken-
nedy & Meyer, 1996; O’Reilly, 1995; Smith,
Iwata, Goh, & Shore, 1995; Wacker et al.,
1996). Unfortunately, when a functional
analysis is inconclusive with relatively low or
extremely variable response rates observed
across conditions, it is less clear how the be-
havior analyst should proceed in attempting
to identify uncommon or unique reinforce-
ment contingencies or establishing opera-
tions.

One potential method for identifying id-
iosyncratic establishing operations and rein-
forcement contingencies that function to
maintain aberrant behavior is through de-
scriptive information collected via indirect
assessments (e.g., rating scales, interviews;
Horner & Day, 1991; O’Neill, Horner, Al-
bin, Storey, & Sprague, 1990) or direct as-
sessments (e.g., antecedent-behavior-conse-
quence data; Lalli, Browder, Mace, &
Brown, 1993; Mace & Lalli, 1991; Sasso et
al., 1992). Some investigators have suggested
that formal descriptive assessments should be
routinely conducted prior to experimental
analyses (e.g., Lalli et al., 1993; Mace & Lal-
li, 1991). However, others have argued that
the utility of combining descriptive assess-
ments and experimental analyses has not
been clearly established, in part because in-
terviews and rating scales tend to be unre-
liable and the results of direct methods do
not always correspond to those of experi-
mental analyses (Iwata, 1994; Lerman &
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Iwata, 1993; Sturmey, 1994). Therefore, we
have attempted to use descriptive informa-
tion conservatively, primarily when the re-
sults of an experimental analysis are incon-
clusive and responding was not maintained
at consistent levels in any of the conditions.
When this occurs, it may be more likely that
either the contingency responsible for be-
havioral maintenance or the relevant estab-
lishing operation was not present in any of
the test conditions of the analysis. In such
cases, looking for unique antecedents and
consequences relevant to behavioral function
via descriptive assessments may be warrant-
ed. Whether this conservative approach to
integrating descriptive and experimental
analyses is any better or worse than other
approaches remains unknown.

In the current investigation, an experi-
mental functional analysis using methods
similar to those described by Iwata et al.
(1982/1994) produced inconclusive results
with the 2 participants. Descriptive assess-
ments then were conducted to help generate
hypotheses regarding potential idiosyncratic
operant functions of destructive behavior.
These assessments suggested that the most
common antecedent associated with destruc-
tive behavior involved the combination of
two events: (a) The individuals were engaged
in high-probability (and presumably high-
preference) activities, and (b) a staff member
issued a request for the participant to stop
that activity (e.g., ‘‘Stop climbing’’) or to ini-
tiate an incompatible response (e.g., ‘‘Come
sit at the table’’). Neither of the antecedents
(a high-probability activity or staff issuing
requests) alone appeared to be correlated
with an increased probability of destructive
behavior. The descriptive assessments also
suggested that the most common conse-
quence was termination of the request.

A descriptive assessment that suggests that
problem behavior is occasioned by requests
and produces termination of those requests
usually leads to the hypothesis that the be-

havior is maintained by negative reinforce-
ment in the form of escape from nonprefer-
red demands (Lalli & Goh, 1993). However,
Neef and colleagues showed that compliance
with requests to terminate an activity (e.g.,
‘‘Stop teasing your sister’’), which they la-
beled ‘‘don’t’’ requests, belonged to a separate
operant class than compliance with requests
to initiate an activity (e.g., ‘‘Stack the
blocks’’), which they called ‘‘do’’ requests
(Neef, Shafer, Egel, Cataldo, & Parrish,
1983). Similarly, breaks from work (or free
time) can function as either negative or pos-
itive reinforcement for compliance or prob-
lem behavior (e.g., Iwata, Pace, Kalsher,
Cowdery, & Cataldo, 1990; Rortvedt &
Miltenberger, 1994; Zarcone, Fisher, & Pi-
azza, 1996). Based on the results of these
previous investigations and the observation
that requests occasioned destructive behavior
from these participants only when they were
engaged in a high-probability (preferred) ac-
tivity, we hypothesized that the behavior was
maintained by positive reinforcement (i.e.,
the request was terminated contingent on
destructive behavior and the participant then
returned to a high-preference activity). We
then evaluated this hypothesized function
with additional experimental analyses and
treatment evaluations.

GENERAL METHOD

Participants and Setting
Two individuals had been admitted to an

inpatient unit specializing in the assessment
and treatment of severe behavior disorders.
Ike was a 13-year-old boy who had been di-
agnosed with mild to moderate mental re-
tardation, attention deficit hyperactivity dis-
order, oppositional defiant disorder, and
obesity. He was referred primarily for the
treatment of physical aggression, but he also
displayed verbal aggression, disruption, and
dangerous behaviors. He was ambulatory,
could follow two- to three-step instructions
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(e.g., ‘‘Stand up, push your chair under the
table, and stand by me’’), and generally
spoke in complete sentences.

Tina was a 14-year-old girl who had been
diagnosed with pervasive developmental dis-
order, severe mental retardation, and bipolar
Type II disorder who had been referred for
the treatment of physical aggression. Tina
was ambulatory, could follow simple one-
step instructions, and had an expressive vo-
cabulary of approximately 50 words.

All assessment and treatment evaluation
sessions were conducted either in the partic-
ipant’s bedroom (functional analysis sessions
for Tina) or on the living unit (all other ses-
sions).

Data collection and reliability checks.
Trained observers sat off to the side of the
room and recorded the number of targeted
responses per minute using laptop comput-
ers. For Ike, physical aggression was defined
as hitting, kicking, pushing, pulling hair,
and throwing objects (excluding furniture)
at others. Property destruction was defined as
throwing objects (not at others), breaking
and tearing objects, and banging on objects.
Verbal aggression was defined as cursing and
using insulting or offensive statements. Dan-
gerous behavior was defined as standing on
furniture, throwing furniture, touching light
sockets, and striking the ceiling with objects.
Targeted appropriate behavior for Ike was
appropriate communication (handing a
green picture communication card to the
therapist). Ike’s expressive skills would have
permitted the use of a vocal communicative
response. However, if a vocal communica-
tion response had been used, Ike could have
requested reinforcement at any time, even
when it was essential that the ongoing activ-
ity cease (e.g., termination of an ongoing ac-
tivity that posed a serious risk to self or oth-
ers). We often use picture cards for func-
tional communication training (FCT) to
help clients to discriminate when reinforce-
ment is and is not available. That is, we pre-

sent the card only when reinforcement is
available. This may lessen the chances that
the communication response will be weak-
ened at times when reinforcement cannot be
delivered.

For Tina, physical aggression was defined
as hitting, kicking, biting, and pulling hair.
Appropriate communication was defined as
handing a stop sign to the therapist.

Sessions were 10 min in length and were
partitioned into 60 10-s intervals to calculate
interobserver agreement. Exact agreement
coefficients were calculated by dividing the
number of agreements by the number of
agreements plus disagreements and multiply-
ing by 100%. An exact agreement was de-
fined as both observers recording the same
frequency of a target response in a given 10-
s interval. For Ike, two independent observ-
ers collected data during 38% of functional
analysis sessions, 50% of sessions during the
‘‘don’t’’ request analysis, 54% of sessions
during the symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request analy-
sis, and 17% of sessions during the FCT
treatment evaluation. For Tina, interobserver
agreement was assessed during 45% of func-
tional analysis sessions, 47% of sessions dur-
ing the ‘‘don’t’’ request analysis, 90% of ses-
sions during the symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request
analysis, and 71% of sessions during the
FCT treatment evaluation. For each target
response displayed by each participant in ev-
ery assessment, the mean exact agreement
coefficient exceeded 95% (range, 95.6% to
100%).

PHASE 1:
FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS

Procedure and Design
An analogue functional analysis was con-

ducted using procedures similar to those de-
scribed by Iwata et al. (1982/1994) and in-
cluded demand, social attention, play, and
tangible (Ike only) conditions. For each par-
ticipant, functional analysis conditions were
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randomly drawn and conducted in a multi-
element design. Prior to the formal func-
tional analysis, the primary caregivers for
both participants were interviewed using a
structured behavioral interview (Iwata,
Wong, Riordan, Dorsey, & Lau, 1982). In
addition, the therapists conducted informal
observations of the participants on the living
unit. The interview and observations were
designed to obtain information regarding
the history and description of the destructive
behavior, its frequency, and related antece-
dents and consequences. The formal func-
tional analysis was, in part, tailored to the
individual participants based on the infor-
mation derived from the interview and ob-
servation. As examples, the types of tasks
used in the demand condition were based on
these procedures, alone conditions were not
included because neither participant dis-
played self-injurious behavior, and a tangible
condition was included for Ike because it
was reported that he displayed destructive
behavior when preferred objects were re-
moved.

In the demand condition, the therapist
presented academic tasks (e.g., sorting,
stacking) using sequential verbal, gestural,
and physical prompts. Compliance with ei-
ther the verbal or the gestural prompt re-
sulted in brief praise (e.g., ‘‘nice working’’),
and destructive behavior resulted in termi-
nation of the task for 30 s (escape) on a
fixed-ratio (FR) 1 schedule. During social at-
tention sessions, the clients were given toys
and were asked to play quietly. The therapist
provided a verbal reprimand (e.g., ‘‘don’t do
that, you’ll hurt me’’) for destructive behav-
ior on an FR 1 schedule. All other responses
were ignored. In the play sessions, the ther-
apist interacted with the clients and present-
ed praise once every 30 s contingent upon
the first 5-s period in which no destructive
behavior occurred, and all destructive re-
sponses were ignored. Prior to the tangible
condition conducted with Ike, he was al-

lowed 2 min of access to preferred items
(i.e., television, basketball, etc.). The items
were removed at the start of the session and
were returned to Ike for 30 s contingent
upon destructive behavior on an FR 1 sched-
ule. All other responses were ignored.

Results and Discussion
Figure 1 shows the results of the func-

tional analyses for Ike and Tina. For Ike,
destructive behavior was rarely observed in
any of the functional analysis conditions
(i.e., near-zero rates in each condition). For
Tina, near-zero rates of destructive behavior
were observed in all conditions and sessions
except for the first two social attention ses-
sions. Ike displayed no destructive behaviors
during the social attention, demand, and
tangible conditions, and a mean rate of 0.1
responses per minute (range, 0 to 0.2) oc-
curred in the play condition. Tina displayed
a mean rate of 1.2 responses per minute
(range, 0 to 6.5) in the social attention con-
dition, 0.01 (range, 0 to 0.1) in play, and
none in the demand condition.

PHASE 2:
DESCRIPTIVE ASSESSMENTS

Procedure
First, staff members who routinely

worked with Ike and Tina were interviewed
and asked about the situations that typically
evoked destructive behavior. Although near-
zero levels of destructive behavior were ob-
served in the demand condition of the func-
tional analysis for both clients, staff reported
that certain types of requests were consis-
tently associated with high levels of destruc-
tive behavior. In addition, antecedent-behav-
ior-consequence (ABC) data (Sulzer-Azaroff
& Mayer, 1977) were collected during all
waking hours for 32 days for Ike and 33
days for Tina. These data were then sum-
marized by graphing the number of times
destructive behavior was reported to occur
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Figure 1. The rates of destructive behavior during functional analysis for Ike (top panel) and Tina (bottom
panel).

in the presence of various antecedent con-
ditions (e.g., during demands, in low-atten-
tion situations, or when tangible items were
removed). For Ike, destructive behavior was
reported to occur most often in the presence
of demands. For Tina, destructive behavior
was reported to occur most often during
low-attention situations, followed closely by
the presence of demands. Next, the thera-
pists conducted informal observations of
each participant in the situations that had
been identified through the ABC data (i.e.,
demands for Ike, low-attention and demand
situations for Tina). The purpose of these
observations was to validate the ABC results
and to identify specific characteristics of the
situations that evoked destructive behavior
(e.g., staff member interacting with another
client; type of demand). These informal ob-
servations led to one hypothesis for Ike and
two for Tina.

For Ike, destructive behavior consistently
occurred when demands were presented that
interrupted high-probability (and presum-
ably preferred) activities. For example,
watching game shows (e.g., ‘‘The Price is
Right’’) was a high-probability (and pre-
ferred) response for Ike, and he consistently
displayed destructive behavior when he was
instructed to turn off the television. Based
on these observations, we hypothesized that
demands that interrupted an ongoing pre-
ferred activity evoked destructive behavior.
We surmised that demands did not evoke
destructive behavior during the functional
analysis because they did not interfere with
a preferred activity.

For Tina, destructive behavior also con-
sistently occurred when demands were pre-
sented that interrupted high-probability ac-
tivities. However, for Tina (unlike Ike), these
same demands usually involved a fair
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amount of gross motor movement. For ex-
ample, during her free time, Tina frequently
stood by a door to the living area and looked
out of the window. When a staff member
requested that she move away from the door
to allow other clients through, she often en-
gaged in destructive behavior. Based on these
observations, we developed two hypotheses
regarding the function of Tina’s destructive
behavior. One was that instructional de-
mands evoked problem behavior primarily
when they interrupted an ongoing preferred
activity. The second hypothesis was that de-
mands involving gross motor activity evoked
destructive behavior. We surmised that de-
mands issued during the functional analysis
did not evoke destructive behavior because
they neither interrupted a preferred activity
nor involved gross motor activity.

One potentially important difference be-
tween the observations conducted during
the descriptive assessment and those con-
ducted prior to the initial functional analysis
was that the therapists actually probed a va-
riety of demands with the participants.
These probes were conducted to determine
which demands were associated with de-
structive behavior (as opposed to simply ob-
serving the demands that were presented on
the living unit). Thus, the observations con-
ducted as a part of the descriptive assessment
were more structured and more focused on
identifying specific aspects of demands that
might evoke destructive behavior than were
the observations conducted prior to the first
functional analysis.

PHASE 3:
ANALYSIS OF

‘‘DON’T’’ REQUESTS

Procedure and Design
Multielement analyses were conducted to

test the hypotheses generated from the re-
sults of the descriptive analyses regarding the
function of each participant’s destructive be-

havior. For both participants, a test condi-
tion (‘‘don’t’’ requests) and a control condi-
tion were included to test the hypothesis
that the function of destructive behavior was
to terminate demands that interfered with
an ongoing preferred activity. For Tina,
‘‘don’t’’ requests generally involved higher
levels of gross motor activity than did the
demands presented in the functional analysis
(Phase 1). Therefore, another test condition
(matched ‘‘do’’ requests) was included to test
the hypothesis that her destructive behavior
was maintained by escape from demands in-
volving higher levels of gross motor activity
(i.e., increased response effort). The de-
mands presented in this condition involved
higher levels of gross motor activity
(matched to ‘‘don’t’’ requests condition), but
the requests did not interfere with a high-
preference activity.

Prior to the start of each session in the
‘‘don’t’’ requests condition, the client was
given a 2-min period of free time, during
which a variety of materials and activities
were available (e.g., playing with toys,
watching TV, looking out of the window,
sitting, walking, pacing, engaging in stereo-
typies). There were no programmed prompts
or consequences for any responses. At the
start of the session, the therapist issued a
‘‘don’t’’ request that interrupted the high-
probability response the client had chosen to
engage in (e.g., if Tina was standing by the
door, the therapist delivered the request,
‘‘Don’t stand by the door’’). If the client
complied with the request within 5 s of the
verbal prompt, brief praise was delivered
(e.g., ‘‘nice listening’’). If compliance did not
occur within 5 s of the verbal prompt, the
client was physically guided to complete the
task (e.g., Tina was guided away from the
doorway, Ike was guided to turn off the tele-
vision). Thus, as used here, a ‘‘don’t’’ request
involved a verbal prompt and, if necessary, a
physical prompt. However, if the client en-
gaged in destructive behavior at any time
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during the prompting sequence, all prompts
were immediately terminated for 30 s and
the client was allowed to resume the activity
(e.g., Tina was allowed to stay in the door-
way). Following either compliance or a phys-
ical prompt, the client was allowed a brief
period (30 s for Ike and 10 s for Tina) to
engage in another high-probability response,
and no requests were delivered during that
time. The number of ‘‘don’t’’ requests deliv-
ered was dependent on the rate of compli-
ance with the therapist’s prompts, the rate of
destructive behavior, and how quickly the
participant began another activity.

During the control condition, the partic-
ipants had free access to the same materials
and activities that were available in the
‘‘don’t’’ requests condition, but no requests
were issued. That is, the participants could
engage in high-probability free-operant re-
sponses throughout the session, without in-
terruption. There were no programmed
prompts or consequences for any response.

The matched ‘‘do’’ requests condition was
designed to control for the amount of move-
ment typically involved in the ‘‘don’t’’ re-
quests issued to Tina. That is, in the initial
functional analysis, academic demands were
delivered while Tina and the therapist were
seated at a table. By contrast, many of the
demands in the ‘‘don’t’’ requests condition
typically involved initiation or termination
of gross motor movement (e.g., ‘‘Stop pac-
ing’’ or ‘‘Move away from the window’’).
Therefore, the matched ‘‘do’’ requests con-
dition was designed to control for this dif-
ference. This condition was identical to the
demand condition from the functional anal-
ysis with one exception: A percentage (ap-
proximately 50%) of the demands involved
gross motor movement similar to the de-
mands in the ‘‘don’t’’ requests condition
(e.g., standing up and moving to a different
area of the table). The actual percentage of
high-movement demands in a matched ‘‘do’’
requests session was yoked to the preceding

‘‘don’t’’ requests session (i.e., the number of
high-movement demands divided by the to-
tal number of demands times 100%). The
number of matched ‘‘do’’ requests delivered
was dependent on the rate of compliance
with the therapist’s prompts, the rate of de-
structive behavior, and how quickly the par-
ticipant began another activity.

Results and Discussion

The rates of destructive behavior during
the ‘‘don’t’’ requests, control, and matched
‘‘do’’ requests conditions (Tina only) are pre-
sented in Figure 2. For both participants, the
rates of destructive behavior were high and
stable in the ‘‘don’t’’ requests condition (both
Ms 5 2.4; range, 1.5 to 4.3 for Ike, 1.3 to
2.9 for Tina). By contrast, destructive be-
havior remained at near-zero levels in the
control condition for both participants (Ms
5 0.02 and 0.01 for Ike and Tina, respec-
tively) and also in the matched ‘‘do’’ requests
condition conducted with Tina (M 5 0.04;
range, 0 to 0.2). Thus, termination of the
sequence of prompts involved in the ‘‘don’t’’
requests functioned as reinforcement for de-
structive behavior, whereas termination of
the prompts involved in ‘‘do’’ requests did
not (i.e., the ‘‘do’’ requests presented in the
first functional analysis and the matched
‘‘do’’ requests for Tina in this analysis).

An hypothesis suggested by Neef et al.
(1983) was that the functional antecedent
and consequent stimulus was the high-prob-
ability (and presumably preferred) response
that occurred before and after ‘‘don’t’’ (but
not ‘‘do’’) requests. That is, the participants
in the Neef et al. study were generally en-
gaged in a high-probability (preferred) re-
sponse prior to a ‘‘don’t’’ request, and non-
compliance allowed them to continue that
preferred response. Similarly, in the current
investigation, destructive behavior following
a ‘‘don’t’’ (but not a ‘‘do’’) request allowed
the participants to resume the high-proba-
bility activity. Thus, in both studies, when
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Figure 2. The rates of destructive behavior during the ‘‘don’t’’ request analysis for Ike (top panel) and the
‘‘don’t’’ and matched ‘‘do’’ request analysis for Tina (bottom panel).

‘‘don’t’’ requests were issued, the presumed
automatic reinforcer for the high-probability
response may have effectively competed with
the programmed consequence for compli-
ance (praise).

This latter hypothesis suggests that
whether the demand is phrased as a ‘‘do’’ or
a ‘‘don’t’’ request may be incidental to the
probability of compliance or destructive be-
havior, and the critical variable is whether
the request interferes with an ongoing high-
probability response. If this is true, then
‘‘do’’ requests that interfere or compete with
an ongoing high-probability response should
produce levels of compliance or destructive
behavior similar to ‘‘don’t’’ requests (and dis-
similar from ‘‘do’’ requests that do not in-
terfere with an ongoing activity). The anal-
ysis conducted in Phase 4 was designed to
test this second hypothesis. In Phase 4, the
‘‘don’t’’ requests issued in Phase 3 were re-

phrased as symmetrical ‘‘do’’ requests (Du-
charme & Worling, 1994; e.g., ‘‘Stop pac-
ing’’ was rephrased as ‘‘Stand still’’), and the
effects of terminating symmetrical ‘‘do’’ re-
quests contingent on destructive behavior
were evaluated.

PHASE 4:
SYMMETRICAL

‘‘DO’’ REQUESTS

Procedure and Design
A multielement analysis was conducted to

test the hypothesis that these participants en-
gaged in destructive behavior to terminate
symmetrical ‘‘do’’ requests. There were two
conditions, a control condition and one in
which destructive behavior resulted in ter-
mination of all prompts associated with the
symmetrical ‘‘do’’ requests for 30 s.

The control condition was identical to the



348 WAYNE W. FISHER et al.

Figure 3. The rates of destructive behavior during the symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request analysis for Ike (top panel)
and Tina (bottom panel).

one conducted in Phase 3. The symmetrical
‘‘do’’ requests condition was identical to the
‘‘don’t’’ requests condition conducted in
Phase 3 with one exception: Each ‘‘don’t’’
request used in the previous phase was re-
phrased as a symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request. As
used here, a symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request in-
volved a verbal prompt and, if necessary, a
physical prompt. That is, the therapist issued
a symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request that would result
in the interruption of the activity that the
client had chosen to engage in (e.g., if Tina
was standing by the door, the therapist de-
livered the request, ‘‘Come stand by me’’). If
the participant complied with the symmet-
rical ‘‘do’’ request within 5 s, the therapist
provided brief praise (e.g., ‘‘Nice listening’’).
If compliance did not occur within 5 s of
the verbal prompt, the participant was phys-
ically guided to complete the task (e.g.,
guided to stand by the therapist, who was
standing away from the door).

Results and Discussion

The results of the assessment of symmet-
rical ‘‘do’’ requests are depicted in Figure 3.
Ike and Tina both displayed relatively high
rates of destructive behavior during the sym-
metrical ‘‘do’’ requests condition (for Ike, M
5 2.7, range, 0.1 to 5.3; for Tina, M 5 1.9,
range, 1.9 to 2.0) and low rates during the
control condition (for Ike, M 5 0.2, range,
0 to 0.8; for Tina, M 5 0.002, range, 0 to
0.1). The results of Phase 4 clearly showed
that (a) contingent termination of demands
that interfered with an ongoing high-prob-
ability response functioned as reinforcement
for destructive behavior, and (b) it did not
matter whether the request was phrased as a
‘‘don’t’’ or a symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request (i.e.,
the type of request did not function as a
discriminative stimulus). The critical vari-
able was that the sequence of prompts (i.e.,
a verbal prompt and, if necessary, a physical
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prompt) involved in ‘‘don’t’’ requests and
symmetrical ‘‘do’’ requests effectively inter-
rupted the ongoing high-probability activity.
Interruption of the high-probability activity
evoked destructive behavior, and contingent
termination of the prompting sequence
functioned as reinforcement for destructive
behavior.

PHASE 5:
TREATMENT EVALUATION

Procedure and Design
During this phase, we assessed whether a

treatment based on the identified behavioral
function would reduce destructive behavior
to clinically acceptable levels. The treatment,
functional communication training (FCT)
plus extinction (EXT), was compared with
baseline using an ABAB design. The baseline
condition was identical to the ‘‘don’t’’ re-
quests condition described above in Phase 3.

Following the initial baseline and prior to
the first FCT plus EXT phase, training trials
were conducted to teach the participants a
communicative response that would result in
the termination of ‘‘don’t’’ requests. During
training trials, verbal prompts alone (Ike) or
in combination with gestural prompting
(Tina) were used to teach the clients to hand
a communication card (stop sign for Tina,
green card for Ike) to the therapist in order
to terminate ‘‘don’t’’ requests. This FCT re-
sponse resulted in the termination of all
prompts for 30 s, and the participants were
allowed to resume the preferred activity.
Training sessions were partitioned into
blocks of 10 trials. The FCT plus EXT
phase was initiated when the participant
communicated independently during 80%
of the trials for three consecutive training
sessions.

The FCT plus EXT condition was iden-
tical to baseline (or the ‘‘don’t’’ requests con-
dition from Phase 3) with two exceptions:
(a) All prompts associated with the ‘‘don’t’’

requests were terminated for 30 s contingent
on the appropriate communication response,
and (b) destructive behavior was placed on
extinction and thus produced no differential
consequence. That is, the prompting se-
quence continued independent of destruc-
tive behavior, which resulted in termination
of the preferred activity.

Results and Discussion

The results of the treatment evaluation
comparing FCT plus EXT with baseline for
Ike and Tina are depicted in Figure 4. Dur-
ing the initial baseline, destructive behavior
averaged 2.4 (range, 1.6 to 4.22) and 2.3
(range, 1.5 to 2.9) responses per minute for
Ike and Tina, respectively. In the next phase,
FCT plus EXT reduced destructive behavior
to means of 0.43 (range, 0.0 to 1.7) and
0.49 (range, 0 to 0.7) responses per minute
for Ike and Tina, respectively. During the
return to baseline, destructive behavior in-
creased to means of 5.3 (range, 4.2 to 6.3)
for Ike and 1.7 (range, 1.7 to 1.7) for Tina.
When FCT plus EXT was reintroduced, de-
structive behavior decreased to 0.3 (range, 0
to 0.7) for Ike and to 0.12 (range, 0 to 0.3)
for Tina. During both FCT plus EXT
phases, appropriate communication was
high and stable for both participants (all Ms
5 1.5). Appropriate communication was not
possible during baseline phases because rel-
evant pictures cards were not present.

The rate of requests delivered during base-
line and treatment was not identical, and
this may have had some effect on the results.
The rate at which requests were delivered
was dependent on the rate of compliance
with the therapist’s prompts, the rate of de-
structive behavior (baseline) or communica-
tion (FCT plus EXT), and how quickly the
participant began another activity. In spite
of this, for Tina, the mean rate of requests
during baseline and FCT plus EXT were re-
markably similar (Ms 5 1.8 and 1.7, re-
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Figure 4. The rates of destructive behavior and communication during the treatment evaluation for Ike
(top panel) and Tina (bottom panel).

spectively). Data were not collected on the
rate of requests for Ike.

After the completion of Phase 5, FCT
plus EXT was incorporated into each partic-
ipant’s daily routine throughout all waking
hours. Prior to implementation across the
day, the treatment was modified to make it
more practical for the natural environment.
During Phase 5, Ike and Tina could termi-
nate each ‘‘don’t’’ request delivered, which
did not address the issue of noncompliance.
Therefore, to facilitate an increase in com-
pliance, the availability of reinforcement was
restricted in the following way. The com-
munication card continued to be made avail-
able concurrently with each initial request.
Appropriate communication resulted in the
termination of the prompting sequence and
30 s of continued access to the preferred ac-
tivity. However, following the 30-s interval
of reinforcement, the request to terminate
the activity was repeated in the absence of

the communication card. Compliance with
the next ‘‘don’t’’ or symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request
produced praise from the therapist and non-
compliance resulted in continuation of the
prompting sequence, which in turn resulted
in termination of the ongoing preferred ac-
tivity. That is, the communication response
allowed the participants to continue the pre-
ferred activity for a short period (30 s) but
not indefinitely.

Interestingly, re-presentation of a ‘‘don’t’’
request with the FCT card absent usually
did not evoke destructive behavior. We spec-
ulate that the presence of the card may have
functioned as a discriminative stimulus,
which signaled the availability of reinforce-
ment for communication. By contrast, the
absence of the card may have signaled the
unavailability of reinforcement (i.e., extinc-
tion) for both communication and destruc-
tive behavior. In addition, this signal may
have mitigated the evocative effects of the
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ensuing deprivation condition (i.e., termi-
nation of the preferred activity), just as in-
termittent shock is less aversive and inter-
mittent food is more reinforcing when it is
signaled rather than unpredictable (Badia,
Culbertson, & Harsh, 1973; Lewis, Lewin,
Muehleisen, & Stoyak, 1974). Alternatively,
it is possible that the alternating presence
and absence of the card was the equivalent
of an FR 2 schedule of reinforcement (i.e.,
every other ‘‘don’t’’ request could be termi-
nated via communication), which may have
been sufficient to maintain low levels of de-
structive behavior.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The functional analyses conducted during
Phase 1, using methods similar to those de-
scribed by Iwata et al. (1982/1994), pro-
duced inconclusive results. For Ike, destruc-
tive behavior was rarely observed in any of
the functional analysis conditions. For Tina,
high rates of destructive behavior were ob-
served during the first two social attention
sessions, but thereafter the rates in all con-
ditions were at near-zero levels. Based on
these findings, we hypothesized that the an-
tecedent conditions that evoked destructive
behavior (i.e., the relevant establishing op-
erations) or the consequences that main-
tained the behavior were not present in any
of the functional analysis conditions. Results
of the descriptive assessments conducted in
Phase 2 suggested that destructive behavior
occurred primarily when a staff member or
parent issued a request to the participant
that interfered with an ongoing high-prob-
ability behavior (i.e., the sequence of
prompts involved in ‘‘don’t’’ or symmetrical
‘‘do’’ requests). Subsequent experimental
analyses in Phases 3 and 4 showed that de-
structive behavior was maintained by contin-
gent termination of the sequence of prompts
associated with ‘‘don’t’’ and symmetrical
‘‘do’’ requests but not by termination of the

prompts associated with topographically
similar ‘‘do’’ requests. That is, contingent
termination of a group of the same (or high-
ly similar) requests maintained destructive
behavior, but only if the demands were is-
sued while the participant was engaged in a
high-probability activity. These results sug-
gest that termination of ‘‘don’t’’ and sym-
metrical ‘‘do’’ requests may have functioned
as positive reinforcement for destructive be-
havior (i.e., termination of these requests al-
lowed the individual to resume the preferred
activity). Alternatively, it is possible that the
ongoing preferred activity acted as an estab-
lishing operation and increased the aversive-
ness of the request. Finally, in Phase 5, a
treatment (FCT plus EXT) developed on
the basis of these analyses reduced destruc-
tive behavior to near-zero levels.

The current results contribute to the lit-
erature on functional analysis and treatment
of destructive behavior in several potentially
important ways. First, the results add to the
growing body of literature that suggests that
descriptive assessment data may be useful (a)
for generating hypotheses regarding idiosyn-
cratic antecedent and consequent stimuli
that evoke or maintain aberrant behavior
and (b) for developing specific experimental
analyses to test those hypotheses (Horner &
Day, 1991; Lalli et al., 1993; Lalli & Goh,
1993; Mace & Lalli, 1991; O’Neill et al.,
1990; Sasso et al., 1992). A second, more
focused, experimental analysis then was de-
veloped (based on the results of the descrip-
tive assessment) to test whether this hypoth-
esized reinforcer actually maintained de-
structive behavior.

The approach used in the current inves-
tigation was somewhat different from other
investigations that have integrated descrip-
tive assessments and experimental functional
analyses (e.g., Mace & Lalli, 1991). We first
tested the effects of the consequences that
most often maintain aberrant behavior (e.g.,
escape and social attention) under the con-
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ditions that commonly evoke such behavior
(presence of nonpreferred demands, depri-
vation of attention or stimulation; see Carr,
1977, for a discussion). In addition, a tan-
gible positive reinforcement condition was
included in the first functional analysis with
Ike because we observed that his care pro-
viders often gave him preferred items follow-
ing destructive behavior. An alone condition
was not included for either participant be-
cause aggression was the primary target be-
havior. After these common consequences
were given a reasonable test and ruled out as
potential reinforcers for destructive behavior,
we then used descriptive assessment data to
help generate hypotheses regarding potential
idiosyncratic functions.

Combining the two types of assessments
(descriptive and experimental) is often done
to help to determine how much confidence
one should have in the identified function
of problem behavior (Lalli & Goh, 1993).
That is, the experimental analysis determines
which contingencies maintain problem be-
havior and the descriptive assessments help
to determine which contingencies actually
occur in the natural environment; one
would have the most confidence when both
sources of information implicate the same
operant function (Mace, Lalli, & Lalli,
1991). However, when the two sources of
information disagree regarding the function
of problem behavior, it is unclear how one
should proceed in developing a treatment
(i.e., should treatment be based on the de-
scriptive assessment, the experimental anal-
ysis, or some confluence of the two discrep-
ant sources of information?).

Another reason for combining these two
types of assessments is to develop more spe-
cific and streamlined experimental analyses
based on the results of the descriptive as-
sessment (Iwata, 1994; Lalli & Goh, 1993).
The methods used in the current study differ
from this approach in that the specific ex-
perimental analysis that was developed based

on the results of the descriptive assessment
was conducted only after we tested for the
more common functions of aberrant behav-
ior (escape and social attention for both par-
ticipants and tangible positive reinforcement
for Ike).

Our assessment probably would have
been more streamlined had we simply com-
pleted the descriptive assessment and the
second experimental analysis, but we would
not have ruled out the most common func-
tions of aberrant behavior, which seems im-
portant to do (see Iwata, 1994, for a discus-
sion). That is, descriptive assessments, even
those that employ direct observation meth-
ods, often produce results that are discrepant
from experimental functional analyses (e.g.,
Lerman & Iwata, 1993; Mace & Lalli,
1991). Thus, it may be tenuous to conclude
that attention and escape are not functional
reinforcers based solely on the results of a
descriptive assessment.

A second potential contribution of the
current findings is that they suggest that ter-
mination of ‘‘don’t’’ (and symmetrical ‘‘do’’)
requests may function as positive reinforce-
ment for destructive behavior. It is generally
assumed that destructive behavior is main-
tained by negative reinforcement when it oc-
curs primarily in response to demands (Lalli
& Goh, 1993). However, the current results
indicate that certain types of demands may
occasion destructive behavior because they
interrupt an ongoing preferred activity. This
finding is similar to the one reported by Zar-
cone et al. (1996), who found that breaks
from work (or free-time contingencies) func-
tioned as reinforcement for compliance with
1 participant only when positive reinforcers
were available during the break interval.

The current findings suggest that it may
be important to consider the type of request
that occasions or evokes destructive behavior
when generating hypotheses regarding be-
havioral function based on either informal
observations (e.g., Iwata et al., 1994) or the
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results of formal descriptive assessments
(e.g., Mace & Lalli, 1991). From a func-
tional perspective, the main difference be-
tween a ‘‘do’’ request and a ‘‘don’t’’ request
is that the individual is engaged in an on-
going free-operant activity with the latter
but not with the former type of request.
Symmetrical ‘‘do’’ requests are topographi-
cally similar to ‘‘do’’ requests but are func-
tionally equivalent to ‘‘don’t’’ requests (be-
cause they interrupt an ongoing preferred ac-
tivity). Perhaps it is the case that problem
behavior that occurs following ‘‘do’’ requests
should usually lead to a negative reinforce-
ment hypothesis, and behavior that occurs
following ‘‘don’t’’ (or symmetrical ‘‘do’’) re-
quests should lead to a positive reinforce-
ment hypothesis. That is, ‘‘don’t’’ and sym-
metrical ‘‘do’’ requests interfere with an on-
going free-operant activity (which presum-
ably produces automatic positive
reinforcement). Given that this investigation
involved just 2 participants, this observation
remains speculative until the current find-
ings are replicated with a considerably larger
number of participants.

Some of the high-probability responses
that were interrupted by the ‘‘don’t’’ requests
were appropriate (e.g., toy play), and others
were inappropriate (e.g., stereotypic pacing).
It is conceivable that many forms of appro-
priate (e.g., toy play) and aberrant (e.g., ste-
reotypies, rituals, pica) behavior are high-
probability responses that are maintained by
the automatic consequences they produce
(e.g., oral stimulation for pica; Favell,
McGimsey, & Schell, 1982; Piazza et al.,
1998). Interrupting these automatically
maintained responses (e.g., through response
blocking or a ‘‘don’t’’ request) may evoke
other aberrant behaviors like aggression or
SIB. If these latter responses result in ter-
mination of the interruption procedure and
allow the individual to resume the high-
probability response (e.g., resumption of toy
play or pica), this may function to maintain

the secondary responses (e.g., aggression or
SIB). It is well established that contingent
access to a high-probability response can
function as positive reinforcement for anoth-
er response (e.g., Premack, 1962). Thus,
methods similar to the ones applied in this
investigation might be used with individuals
who frequently engage in stereotypies, ritu-
als, or pica, and who display other forms of
aberrant behavior (e.g., aggression, SIB)
when the high-probability responses are in-
terrupted.

One potential limitation of the current
study is that we did not assess the function
of the high-probability responses that were
interrupted with ‘‘don’t’’ requests. We simply
assumed that these responses persisted in the
absence of social contingencies because the
participants frequently engaged in these re-
sponses without prompting or programmed
consequences. Future research on this topic
might include a series of alone conditions
(Vollmer et al., 1995) to better determine
whether the high-probability responses were
maintained in the absence of social contin-
gencies.

Another potential limitation is that we
did not completely rule out the possibility
that termination of the sequence of prompts
associated with ‘‘don’t’’ and symmetrical
‘‘do’’ requests functioned as negative rein-
forcement for destructive behavior. An alter-
native interpretation of the results is that the
high-probability response functioned as an
establishing operation and increased the av-
ersiveness of the ‘‘don’t’’ and symmetrical
‘‘do’’ requests. That is, the requests may have
been momentarily annoying and aversive be-
cause they were issued at a time when the
individual was engaged in the high-proba-
bility activity. This alternative hypothesis
could be evaluated in future research by in-
cluding a condition in the analysis in which
a symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request is terminated
contingent on destructive behavior but the
individual is not allowed to resume the high-
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probability response. This condition then
could be compared to the symmetrical ‘‘do’’
condition (wherein the request is terminated
and the individual is allowed to resume the
high-probability response). The relative rates
of destructive behavior in these two condi-
tions would provide a more definitive test as
to whether termination of the sequence of
prompts associated with ‘‘don’t’’ and sym-
metrical ‘‘do’’ requests functions as negative
reinforcement (removal of a request that is
momentarily aversive) or positive reinforce-
ment (due to resumption of the high-prob-
ability activity).

REFERENCES

Badia, P., Culbertson, S., & Harsh, J. (1973). Choice
of longer or stronger signalled shock over shorter
or weaker unsignalled shock. Journal of the Exper-
imental Analysis of Behavior, 19, 25–32.

Bowman, L. G., Fisher, W. W., Thompson, R. H., &
Piazza, C. C. (1997). On the relation of mands
and the function of destructive behavior. Journal
of Applied Behavior Analysis, 30, 251–264.

Carr, E. G. (1977). The motivation of self-injurious
behavior: A review of some hypotheses. Psycholog-
ical Bulletin, 84, 800–816.

Chapman, S., Fisher, W., Piazza, C. C., & Kurtz, P.
G. (1993). Functional assessment and treatment
of life-threatening drug ingestion in a dually di-
agnosed youth. Journal of Applied Behavior Anal-
ysis, 26, 255–256.

Cooper, L. J., Wacker, D. P., Thursby, D., Plagmann,
L. A., Harding, J., Millard, T., & Derby, M.
(1992). Analysis of the effects of task preferences,
task demands, and adult attention on child be-
havior in outpatient and classroom settings. Jour-
nal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 25, 823–840.

Derby, K. M., Wacker, D. P., Sasso, G., Steege, M.,
Northup, J., Cigrand, K., & Asmus, J. (1992).
Brief functional assessment techniques to evaluate
aberrant behavior in an outpatient setting: A sum-
mary of 79 cases. Journal of Applied Behavior Anal-
ysis, 25, 713–721.

Ducharme, J. M., & Worling, D. E. (1994). Behav-
ioral momentum and stimulus fading in the ac-
quisition and maintenance of child compliance in
the home. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 27,
639–647.

Durand, V. M., & Carr, E. G. (1987). Social influ-
ences on self-stimulatory behavior: Analysis and
treatment application. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 20, 119–132.

Favell, J. E., McGimsey, J. F., & Schell, R. M. (1982).
Treatment of self-injury by providing alternate
sensory activities. Analysis and Intervention in De-
velopmental Disabilities, 2, 83–104.

Goh, H., Iwata, B. A., Shore, B. A., DeLeon, I. G.,
Lerman, D. C., Ulrich, S. M., & Smith, R. G.
(1995). An analysis of the reinforcing properties
of hand mouthing. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 28, 269–283.

Hagopian, L. P., Fisher, W. W., Thompson, R. H.,
Owen-DeSchryver, J., Iwata, B. A., & Wacker, D.
P. (1997). Toward the development of structured
criteria for interpretation of functional analysis
data. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 30,
313–325.

Horner, R. H., & Day, H. M. (1991). The effects of
response efficiency on functionally equivalent
competing behaviors. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 24, 719–732.

Iwata, B. A. (1994). Functional analysis methodolo-
gy: Some closing comments. Journal of Applied Be-
havior Analysis, 27, 413–418.

Iwata, B. A., Dorsey, M. F., Slifer, K. J., Bauman, K.
E., & Richman, G. S. (1994). Toward a func-
tional analysis of self-injury. Journal of Applied Be-
havior Analysis, 27, 197–209. (Reprinted from
Analysis and Intervention in Developmental Dis-
abilities, 2, 3–20, 1982)

Iwata, B. A., Pace, G. M., Dorsey, M. F., Zarcone, J.
R., Vollmer, T. R., Smith, R. G., Rodgers, T. A.,
Lerman, D. C., Shore, B. A., Mazaleski, J. L.,
Goh, H., Cowdery, G. E., Kalsher, M. J., Mc-
Cosh, K. C., & Willis, K. D. (1994). The func-
tions of self-injurious behavior: An experimental-
epidemiological analysis. Journal of Applied Behav-
ior Analysis, 27, 215–240.

Iwata, B. A., Pace, G. M., Kalsher, M. J., Cowdery,
G. E., & Cataldo, M. F. (1990). Experimental
analysis and extinction of self-injurious escape be-
havior. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 23,
11–27.

Iwata, B. A., Wong, S. E., Riordan, M. M., Dorsey,
M. F., & Lau, M. M. (1982). Assessment and
training of clinical interviewer skills: Analogue
analysis and field replication. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 15, 191–203.

Kennedy, C. H., & Meyer, K. A. (1996). Sleep dep-
rivation, allergy symptoms, and negatively rein-
forced problem behavior. Journal of Applied Be-
havior Analysis, 29, 133–135.

Kennedy, C. H., & Souza, G. (1995). Functional
analysis and treatment of eye poking. Journal of
Applied Behavior Analysis, 28, 27–37.

Lalli, J. S., Browder, D. M., Mace, F. C., & Brown,
D. K. (1993). Teacher use of descriptive analysis
data to implement interventions to decrease stu-
dents’ problem behaviors. Journal of Applied Be-
havior Analysis, 26, 227–238.

Lalli, J. S., & Goh, H. (1993). Naturalistic observa-



355DESTRUCTIVE BEHAVIOR AND ‘‘DON’T’’ REQUESTS

tions in community settings. In J. Reichle & D.
P. Wacker (Eds.), Communicative alternatives to
challenging behavior: Integrating functional assess-
ment and intervention strategies (pp. 11–39). Bal-
timore: Paul H. Brookes.

Lalli, J. S., Livezey, K., & Kates, K. (1996). Func-
tional analysis and treatment of eye poking with
response blocking. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 29, 129–132.

Lerman, D. C., & Iwata, B. A. (1993). Descriptive
and experimental analysis of variables maintaining
self-injurious behavior. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 26, 293–319.

Lewis, P., Lewin, L., Muehleisen, P., & Stoyak, M.
(1974). Preference for signalled reinforcement.
Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior,
22, 143–150.

Mace, F. C., & Lalli, J. S. (1991). Linking descriptive
and experimental analyses in the treatment of bi-
zarre speech. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis,
24, 553–562.

Mace, F. C., Lalli, J. S., & Lalli, E. P. (1991). Func-
tional analysis and treatment of aberrant behavior.
Research in Developmental Disabilities, 12, 155–
180.

Michael, J. (1993). Establishing operations. The Be-
havior Analyst, 16, 191–206.

Neef, N. A., Shafer, M. S., Egel, A. L., Cataldo, M.
F., & Parrish, J. M. (1983). The class specific
effects of compliance training with ‘‘do’’ and
‘‘don’t’’ requests: Analogue analysis and classroom
application. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis,
16, 81–99.

Northup, J., Broussard, C., Jones, K., George, T., Voll-
mer, T. R., & Herring, M. (1995). The differ-
ential effects of teacher and peer attention on the
disruptive classroom behavior of three children
with a diagnosis of attention deficit hyperactivity
disorder. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 28,
227–228.

O’Neill, R. E., Horner, R. H., Albin, R. W., Storey,
K., & Sprague, J. R. (1990). Functional analysis
of problem behavior: A practical assessment guide.
Sycamore, IL: Sycamore Press.

O’Reilly, M. F. (1995). Functional analysis and treat-
ment of escape-maintained aggression correlated
with sleep deprivation. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 28, 225–226.

Piazza, C. C., Fisher, W. W., Hanley, G. P., LeBlanc,
L., Worsdell, A., Lindauer, S. E., & Keeney, K.
M. (1998). Treatment of pica through multiple
analyses of its reinforcing functions. Journal of Ap-
plied Behavior Analysis, 31, 165–189.

Piazza, C. C., Hanley, G. P., & Fisher, W. W. (1996).
Functional analysis and treatment of cigarette

pica. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 29,
437–450.

Premack, D. (1962). Reversibility of the reinforce-
ment relation. Science, 136, 255–257.

Rincover, A., Newsom, C. D., & Carr, E. G. (1979).
Use of sensory extinction procedures in the treat-
ment of compulsive-like behavior of developmen-
tally disabled children. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 47, 695–701.

Rortvedt, A. K., & Miltenberger, R. G. (1994). Anal-
ysis of a high-probability instructional sequence
and time-out in the treatment of child noncom-
pliance. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 27,
327–330.

Sasso, G. M., Reimers, T. M., Cooper, L. J., Wacker,
D., Berg, W., Steege, M., Kelly, L., & Allaire, A.
(1992). Use of descriptive and experimental anal-
yses to identify the functional properties of aber-
rant behavior in school settings. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 25, 809–821.

Smith, R. G., Iwata, B. A., Goh, H., & Shore, B. A.
(1995). Analysis of establishing operations for
self-injury maintained by escape. Journal of Ap-
plied Behavior Analysis, 28, 515–535.

Sturmey, P. (1994). Assessing the functions of aber-
rant behaviors: A review of psychometric instru-
ments. Journal of Autism and Developmental Dis-
orders, 24, 293–304.

Sulzer-Azaroff, B., & Mayer, G. R. (1977). Applying
behavior analysis procedures with children and
youth. New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.

Thompson, R. H., Fisher, W. W., Piazza, C. C., &
Kuhn, D. E. (1998). The evaluation and treat-
ment of aggression maintained by attention and
automatic reinforcement. Journal of Applied Be-
havior Analysis, 31, 103–116.

Vollmer, T. R., Marcus, B. A., Ringdahl, J. E., &
Roane, H. S. (1995). Progressing from brief as-
sessments to extended experimental analyses in the
evaluation of aberrant behavior. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 28, 561–576.

Wacker, D. P., Harding, J., Cooper, L. J., Derby, K.
M., Peck, S., Asmus, J., Berg, W. K., & Brown,
K. A. (1996). The effects of meal schedule and
quantity on problematic behavior. Journal of Ap-
plied Behavior Analysis, 29, 79–87.

Zarcone, J. R., Fisher, W. W., & Piazza, C. C. (1996).
Analysis of free-time contingencies as positive ver-
sus negative reinforcement. Journal of Applied Be-
havior Analysis, 29, 247–250.

Received June 30, 1997
Initial editorial decision September 12, 1997
Final acceptance March 20, 1998
Action Editor, James W. Halle



356 WAYNE W. FISHER et al.

STUDY QUESTIONS

1. What two features of the Iwata et al. (1982/1994) functional analysis methodology distin-
guish it from others?

2. Describe two uninterpretable patterns of responding that might emerge during a functional
analysis and their probable causes.

3. What was the rationale for using the picture card as the communicative response? How
could the investigators have used a vocal response as the communicative response while
maintaining the main advantage of the picture card?

4. What type of descriptive assessment procedures were used, and what hypotheses were gen-
erated as a result of the assessment?

5. Describe all of the contingencies in effect during the ‘‘don’t’’ request analysis.

6. What is a symmetrical ‘‘do’’ request, and what was the purpose of the symmetrical ‘‘do’’
request condition?

7. Summarize the results obtained during the ‘‘don’t’’ and ‘‘do’’ request analyses (see Figures 2
and 3). What conclusions can be drawn from these data?

8. Describe the components of the intervention and how it was later modified to enhance
practicality.

Questions prepared by Jana Lindberg and Michele Wallace, The University of Florida


